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Is  There  a  Need  For  a  Joint:  Officer  Evaluation  Report? 

Ltc  William  M.  Smith 

Abstract 

The  DOD  (Goldwater/Nichol s)  Reorganization  Act  of  1986 
(Title  IV)  places  great  emphasis  on  joint  operations.  It 
requires  tiie  Secretary  of  L'efen.se  to  establish  policies  to 
effectively  in.anage  those  officer.s  who  are  trained  in  joint 
matters.  The  curtv-'nt  IK'Jj  [lolicy  on  officer  performance 
evaluation  provides  for  the  evaluation  of  officers  using 
the  evaluation  system  of  their  respective  service. 

This  research  paper  attempts  to  determine  if  the 

I 

current  policy  i.s  adequate.  by  reviewing  current 
literatvire  on  performance  evaluation  theory;  by  comparing 
the  Service's  evaluation  .systems  in  terms  of  purpose, 
culture  and  evaluation  theory;  and  by  evaluating  the 
opinions  and  perceptions  of  a  sample  of  officers  currently 
serving  in  joint  assignments,  this  paper  ha,s  concluded  that 
.  h e  c  u r  r  e  n  t  p J  i  o  y  i  .s  ad e q u ate. 

This  report  makes  three  recommendations.  First,  it 
recommends  that  the  current  policy  continue,  Second, 
although  the  policy  is  adequ-ate,  it  may  not  be  the  optimal 
policy.  Therefore,  the  report  reconunends  a  study  be 
■conducted  to  .addres,s  all  facets  of  joint  perf orm.ance 
evaluation  a  no  to  'Jet  ermine  if  theie  is  a  "bi-tter 
mousetrap."  Finally,  thi.s  report  recommond:.?.  tiiat  jc.'int 
organ  i  2, n  t  loirs  provide  training  to  i.aling  o  t.  f  i  c  i  .a  i  n  on  tlie 
S  e  r I  'i'  e  c-  v  .a  1  u  .a  I  i  '•)  n  a  y  .s  t  e  ni  y  .'-i  1 1  -d  i.'  u  1 1  u  t  >i'  .i'.  , 
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INTRODUCTION 


Is  there  a  need  for  a  Joint  Officer  Evaluation 
Reporting  System?  One  of  the  provisions  of  the  DOD 
(Goldwater/Ni chols)  Reorganization  Act  of  1986  (Title  IV) 
mandates  the  successful  completion  of  a  joint  duty 
assignment  as  a  prerequisite  for  promotion  to  general  or 
flag  officer.  Another  provision  of  Title  IV  . 

requires  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  establish  policies, 
procedures  and  practices  for  the  effective  management  of 
officers  ,  .  .  who  are  particularly  trained  in,  and  oriented 

toward,  joint  matters."^  These  provisions  of  Title  IV 
prompt  several  questions: 

1.  Are  there  specific  skills,  traits  or 
characteristics  peculiar  to  successful  joint  duty 
officers? 

2.  If  so,  how  are  they  measured? 

3.  Is  the  current  policy  of  using  the  evaluation 
system  of  the  Service  of  the  rated  officer  serving  in  a 
joint  duty  position  adequate? 

The  current  evaluation  policy  requires  joint  rating 
officials  to  learn  and  to  under, stand  numerous  evaluation 

^Armed  Forces  Staff  College,  AFSC  Pub  1,  The  J,o.int 
Staff  Officer's  Guide  1991  (Washington,  D.C,:  Government 
Printing  Office,  199i),  1-18. 


systems  and  service  cultures  in  order  to  evaluate  the 
performance  of  the  officers  serving  under  them.  Does  this 
policy  place  an  undue  burden  on  rating  officials? 

I  intend,  through  this  research  effort,  to  ascertain 
the  following:  "■ 

1.  There  are/are  not  specific  skills,  traits  or 
characteristics  unique  to  the  successful  completion  of 
a  joint  duty  assignment. 

2.  The  Service  evaluation  systems  are/are  no^  adequate 
for  measuring  the  performance  of  an  officer  serving  in 
a  joint  duty  assignment. 

3.  Rating  officials  are/are  not  overburdened  by  having 
to  learn  and  to  understand  numerous  evaluation  systems 
and  cultures  in  order  to  evaluate  the  performance  of 
the  officers  serving  under  them. 

By  answering  the  three  questions  above,  I  will  be  able 
to  determine  if  there  la  a  need  for  a  joint  officer 
evaluation  system. 
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RESEARCH  METHODOLOGY 


I  will  uae  three  methods  in  conducting  my  research: 

1.  Comparative  analysis  of  the  existing  Service 
officer  evaluation  systems. 

2.  Literary  review  of  existing  theory  of  performance 
evaluation  systems. 

3.  Survey  rated  officers  and  rating  officials 
currently  serving  joint  assignments. 

I  intend  to  compare  the  officer  evaluation  r.ystems  of 
the  Army,  Air  Force,  Navy  and  Marine  Corps.  This  comparisor. 
will  be  focused  on  identifying  commonalties  and  differences 
between  the  systems  and  on  how  well  they  meet  current 
performance  evaluation  theory. 

The  literary  review  will  be  focused  on  performance 
evaluation  theory.  Wayne  F.  Cascio's  MANAGING  HUMAN 
RESOURCES;  Productivity,  Quality  of  Work  Life,  Profit s  will 
be  my  primary  source.  In  addition,  I  will  utilize  a  number 
of  studies  the  Services  have  conducted  of  their  respective 
evaluation  systems. 

Finally,  I  will  draw  on  the  results  of  two  surveys  I 
conducted.  Distributed  to  officers  currently  serving  in 
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joint  assignments,  these  surveys  were  developed  to  gain 
their  perceptions  and  opinions  concerning  the  current 
Service  evaluation  systems  and  the  adequacy  of  these  systems 
in  a  joint  environment. 

THE  NATURE  OF  CURRENT  OFFICER  EVALUATION  SYSTEMS 
Purposes : 

The  Services'  evaluation  systems  have  several  common 
purposes  such  as  central  selection  for  command  and 
promotion,  assignment,  retention  and  professional 
development.  The  Army  Officer  Evaluation  System  serves  to 
identify  "officers  who  are  best  qualified  for  promotion  and 
assignment  to  positions  of  higher  responsibility."^ 
Similarly/  the  Air  Force  Officer  Evaluation  System  (OES)  is 
intended  "to  assess  .  .  .  periodic  duty  performance  [and] 
recommend  to  promotion  boards  [who  to]  advance."^  The  Marine 
Performance  Evaluation  System  identifies  Marines  (officer 
and  enlisted)  for  promotion,  assignment  and  retention. 
Finally,  the  Navy  Officer  Fitness  Report  is  intended  to 
select  officers  for  "promotion,  assignment,  retention, 

^US.  Department  of  the  Army.  AR  623-105; _ Officer 

Evaluation  Reporting  Sys tern .  (Washington  D.C.:  Government 
Printing  Office,  1992),  5. 

■^Anthony  Lynn  Bateual,  "Performance:  It's  What  The 
Officer  Evaluation  System  is  All  About,"  Airman,  April 
1988,  19. 


4 


selection  for  command,  .  .  .  professional  development 

training,  .  .  .  counseling  [of]  junior  officers,  and 

reporting  extraordinary  service."^ 

Rating  Chains: 

Each  Service  evaluation  system  relies  on  a  rating  chain 
based  on  a  hierarchy  of  supervisors. 

The  Army  chain  consists  of  a  Rater,  Intermediate  Rater 
and  a  Senior  Rater.  The  rater  is  normally  the  rated 
officer’s  immediate  supervisor  and  the  senior  rater  is  the 
rater's  supervisor.  The  intermediate  rater,  which  is  seldom 
used,  is  needed  only  for  those  officers  who  have  dual 
supervision. 

The  Air  Force  chain  also  consists  of  a  three  tier 
system  of  Rater,  Additional  Rater,  and  Reviewer.  The  rater 
is  normally  the  rated  officer's  immediate  supervisor  and  the 
additional  rater  is  the  rater's  supervisor.  For 
lieutenants,  captains  and  majors,  the  reviewer  is  the  wing 
co.iimandcr  (or  equivalent).  The  first  general  officer  in  the 
chain  of  command  is  the  reviewer  for  lieutenant  colonels,  and 
colonels . 


‘^D .  G .  Bjerke  and  others.  Officer  Fitness  Report 

Evaluat ion  Study . _ (Alexandria:  Naval  Military  Personnel 

Command,  8  December  1987),  39,  DTIC,  AD-A189  377. 
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The  Marine  Corps  rating  chain  relies  on  two  supervisory 
officials,  the  Reporting  Senior  (RS)  and  the  Reviewing 
Officer  (REVO).  The  RS  is  the  rated  Marine'.s  immediate 
officer  supervisor  and  the  REVO  is  the  RS's  supervisor. 

Finally,  Navy  FITREPS  are  prepared  by  a  single  rating 
official,  the  Reporting  Senior.  The  RS  is  normally  the 
commander,  i.e.,  the  Captain  of  the  ship.  Therefore,  the  RS 
is  not  necessarily  the  rated  officer's  immediate  supervisor 
and  in  fact  may  be  several  times  removed. 

Forms : 

The  forms  used  by  the  Services  evaluation  systems  are 
designed  to  measure  the *duty  performance,  traits  and 
characteristics,  and  the  potential  of  their  officers.  All 
systems  provide  for  narrative  word  pictures  as  well  as  for 
' block  checks ' . 

The  Army  Officer  Evaluation  Reporting  System  consists 
of  three  forms:  the  DA  Form  67-8  (US.  Army  Officer 
Evaluation  Report  (OER) )  Appendix  A-1;  DA  Form  67-8-1  (US. 
Army  Officer  Evaluation  Support  Form)  Appendix  A-2,  and  DA 
FORM  67-8-2  (Senior  Rater  Profile  Report)  Appendix  A-3. 

The  Air  Forco  OES  consists  of  four  forms:  AF  Form  707A 
(Field  Grade  Performance  Report)  Appendix  A-4 ;  AF  Form  707B 
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(Company  Grade  Performance  Report)  Appendix  A-5;  AF  ■■■'■)rm  724 
(Performance  Feedback  Worksheet)  Appendix  A-6;  a:id  AF  Form 
709  (Promotion  Recommendation)  Appendix  A-7. 

Unlike  the  Army  and  the  /.ir  Force,  the  Marine  Corps  and 
the  Navy  use  just  one  form.  The  Marine  Corps  uses  the  USMC 
Fitness  Report  (1610)  Appendix  A-8.  The  Navy  uses  the 
Officer  Fitness  Report  (NAVPERS  16il/l). 

Culture : 


While  the  purposes  of  each  Service  evaluation  system 

are  similar,  each  evaluation  system  was  designed  within  the 

context  of  its  respective  service  culture.  Each  Service  has 

its  own  operational  culture  based  on  a  unique  set  of 

traditions  and  common  experiences.  As  such,  it  is  essential 

that  rating  officials  understand  each  culture's  language. 

Very  simply  put:  given  this  common  cognitive  process  of 
anchoring  meanings  to  an  establ i shed  conceptual 
hierarchy  and  given  the  tendency  of  words  to  carry 
context  related  connotations  and  to  form  associative 
fi-^lds  and  collocative  relationships,  it  would  seem 
ti.  *•  in-group  readers  would  share  a  word  stock  that 
wo..id  reveal  some  associations  to  words  and  set 
patterns  of  expression  that  would  differ  significantly 
from  those  of  out-group  members. ^ 


^Mary  Lou  Luttrell 
Performance  Evaluation: 
Officer  Concept"  (Ph.D. 
1989) ,  41 . 


Phillips,  "The  Language  Of  Naval 
Officer  Promotion  And  The  Ideal 
diss..  University  of  Maryland, 
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The  Army's  culture  is  command  oriented.  Since  the 
enlisted  soldier  is  the  Army's  fighting  force,  great 
emphasis  is  placed  on  an  officer's  leadership  skills.  As 
such,  the  senior  rater  must  comment  on  command  potential. 

The  absence  of  a  recommendation  for  command  sends  a  message 
to  any  selection  board.  The  Army  culture  also  places  great 
emphasis  on  professional  development  and  military  education. 
Again,  the  absence  of  a  recommendation  for  senior  service 
college  is  considered  negatively.  Finally,  the  Army  culture 
expects  the  senior  rater  to  comment  on  the  officer's 
promotion  potential  to  include  his  potential  for  general 
officer.  The  omission  of  a  recommendation  for  promotion  to 
general  officer  is  not  a  killer  as  long  as  your  goals  stop 
at  the  grade  of  colonel. 

The  Air  Force's  culture  is  pilot  oriented.  Since  pilots 
are  the  Air  Force's  fighting  force  (Misslemen  not 
withstanding),  great  emphasis  is  placed  on  flying  .skills. 
Fighter  pilots,  bomber  pilots  and  airlift  pilots  form  major 
subcultures  within  the  Air  Force.  Leadership  skills  are 
emphasized  within  the  pilot  culture  and  recommendations  for 
squadron  command  and  wing  command  are  very  important. 
Conversely,  management  skills  are  important  for  all  others 
i.e.,  acquisition,  supply,  engineers,  etc. 
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Like  the  Army,  the  Marine  Corps'  culture  is  command 
oriented,  Especially  strong  emphasis  is  placed  on 
leadership.  Troop  leading  skills,  tactical  competence, 
judgment,  loyalty  and  force  must  be  rated  highly.  An 
indication  in  block  16  of  "prefer  not"  to  serve  with  this 
Marine  in  combat  would  have  severe  consequences  for  his 
career . 

The  Navy’s  culture  is  command  oriented  for  both  sea  and 
air.  Aviators,  submariners  and  surface  officers  form  the 
major  subcultures.  For  all,  the  absence  of  a  recommendation 
for  command  is  perceived  as  negative.  Likewise,  less  than 
the  top  rating  in  seamanship (airmanship) ,  tactical 
proficiency  or  military  bearing  most  likely  will  stop  a 
career  today.  Finally,  the  absence  of  a  recommendation  for 
promotion  is  a  show  stopper. 

PERFORMANCE  EVALUATION  THEORY 

Having  examined  each  Services'  system  in  practice, 
let's  look  at  how  well  they  meet  key  requirements  of  current 
evaluation  theory.  "...  the  key  requirements  of  any 
appraisal  system  are  relevance,  sensitivity,  and 
reliability.  .  .  .  acceptability  and  practicality."^ 

6 Wayne  F.  Cascio,  MANAGING  HUMAN  RESOURCES: 
Productivity,  Quality  of  Work  Life,  Profits .  (New  York: 
McGraw  Hill  Book  Company,  1989),  312. 
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1.  Relevance.  "This  implies  that  there  are  (1)  clear 
links  between  the  performance  standards  for  a 
particular  job  and  an  organization's  goals  and  (2) 
clear  links  between  the  critical  job  elements 
identified  through  a  job  analysis  and  the  dimensions  to 
be  rated  on  an  appraisal  form."^  The  .system  must 
provide  the  means  to  develop  performance  oriented 
objectives  between  the  rated  officer  and  the  rating 
official,  objectives  which  support  the  organization's 
goals.  "Performance  standards  translate  job 
requirements  into  levels  of  acceptable  or  unacceptable 
employee  behavior."^  This  provides  a  degree  of 
objectivity  to  the  evaluation  process,  a  measurable 
standard  of  performance  and  defines  the  rated  officer's 
responsibilities  and  the  rating  official's 
expectations.  "In  short,  relevance  is  determined  by 
answering  the  question  'What  really  makes  the 
difference  between  success  and  failure  on  a  particular 
job?'"9 

2.  Sensitivity.  The  system  must  effectively 
discriminate  among  quality  people  It  must  provide  the 

■^Ibid. 

Sibid. 

^Ibid. 
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differentiation  between  the  good,  the  bad  and  the  ugly. 
If  this  differentiation  does  not  take  place  .  .and 
the  best  employeea  are  rated  no  differently  from  the 
worst  employees,  then  the  appraisal  system  cannot  be 
used  for  any  administrative  purpose,  it  certainly  will 
not  help  employees  to  develop,  and  it  will  undermine 
the  motivation  of  supervisors  ('pointless  paperwork') 
and  of  subordinates . This  differentiation  is 
accomplished  cy  "...screening  out  individuals  deemed 
unsuitable  or  unworthy  for  higher  levels  of 
responsibility^^ 

3.  Reliability.  The  system  must  exhibit  consistency 
among  ratings.  "For  any  given  employee,  appraisals 
made  by  raters  working  independently  of  one  another 
should  agree. 

4.  Acceptability.  The  system  must  have  the  support  of 
those  who  will  u.<3e  it.  "Ultimately  it  is  management's 
responsibility  to  define  as  clearly  as  possible  the 
type  and  level  of  job  behavior  desired  of  employees ^ ^ 


lOlbid. 

^Phillips,  90. 
^^Casc io  ,  313  . 
i^ibid. 
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Throughout  the  evaluation  period,  the  rating  official 
should  counsel  the  officer  on  those  objectives  in  v^hich 
he  is  performing  well,  those  in  which  he  is  not,  and  on 
specific  means  to  correct  his  performance  deficiencies 
and  shortcomings.  "The  Rater  uses  the  communication  to 
give  direction  to  and  develop  his  subordinates,  to 
obtain  information  as  to  the  status  and  progress  of  his 
organization,  and  to  plan  systematically  for  the 
accomplishment  of  the  mission. 

5.  Practicality,  The  system  must  be  " .  ,  .easy  for 
managers  and  employees  to  use  and  understand 

COMPARISONS 

These  five  key  requirements  contribute  directly  to  the 
success  of  the  organization  as  well  as  to  the  performance 
and  development  of  the  rated  officer.  I  will  now  discuss 
how  these  requirements  are  addressed  by  each  Service 
evaluation  system. 

Relevance ; 

In  the  Army  Officer  Evaluation  system,  within  the  first 

thirty  days  of  a  rating  period,  the  rated  officer  and  the 

14us  Army  War  College.  Army  Command,  Leadership  and 
Manage  men  1^1.  _  Theory  An  d_  P.r  a  ctice,  1992  -  1993,  ([Carlisle, 
Pa.j:  US  Army  War  College,  1992),  19-24. 

^^Cascio,  314 
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rater  are  required  to  complete  the  initial  part  of  the  OER 
Support  Form,  DA  Form  67-8-1  (App  A-2) .  This  process  forces 
agreement  on  the  rated  officer's  duty  description  and  on  his 
performance  objectives.  These  objectives  may  be  updated 
throughout  the  rating  period  and  the  rater  is  expected  to 
conduct  periodic  performance  counseling  during  the  rating 
period.  r.'hen  the  rating  period  ends,  the  rated  officer 
lists  his  significant  contributions  on  the  form  and  provides 
it  to  the  rater. 

In  the  Air  Force  Officer  Evaluation  System  (OES) , 
establishing  performance  objectives  is  mandatory.  At  the 
start  of  the  rating  period  and  again  at  the  mid-point,  the 
rater  conducts  a  feedback  session  with  the  rated  officer. 
This  is  a  formal  session  documented  by  the  Performance 
Feedback  Worksheet,  AF  Form  724  (App  A-6) .  The  rater 
explains  job  requirements,  performance  expectations  and 
provides  an  assessment  of  the  rated  officer's  strength.?  and 
wea];nesses.  A  handwritten  copy  is  given  to  the  rated 
officer  --  no  other  copies  are  filed  or  maintained. 

The  Marines  look  on  counseling  as  separate  and  distinct 
from  the  evaluation  process.  "Preparation  of  fitness 
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reports  will  no  longer  be  coupled  with  simultaneous 
performance  counseling . 

The  Navy  Officer  Fitness  Report  (FITREP)  does  not 
require  goal  setting  or  performance  counseling.  The  FITREP 
is  prepared  by  the  Reporting  Senior  (RS)  who  is  normally  the 
commander.  Therefore,  more  often  than  not,  the  RS  is  not 
the  rated  officer's  immediate  supervisor  and  in  fact  may  be 
several  times  removed.  At  the  end  of  the  rating  period,  the 
rated  officer  must  submit  a  list  of  his  accomplishments  to 
the  RS. 

Sensitivity: 

Sensitivity  in  the  Army  system  is  attained  by  the 
Senior  Rater  Profile,  Part  Ilia  of  the  OER,  DA  Form  67-8 
(App  A-1)  .  Each  senior  rater  has  a  profile  that  shows,  by 
grade,  where  he  has  placed  each  evaluated  officer.  This 
profile  shows  where  the  senior  rater’s  "Center  of  Maos 
(COM)"  for  ratings  is  and  the  profile  is  attached  to  each 
OER  by  U.S.  Army  Personnel  Command.  Thus  personnel  managers 
and  selection  boards  can  readily  determine  whether  an 
officer  is  above  COM,  COM,  or  below  COM.  In  addition, 
annually  the  DA  Form  67-0-2,  Senior  Rater  Profile  Report 
(App  A-3)  is  placed  in  each  senior  rater's  official 

^®US,  Marine  Corps,  MCO  P1610.7c.  Performance 
Evaluation  System  (Washington,  1985),  1, 
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personnel  file,  showing  "at  a  glance  whether  the  senior 
rater  la  complying  with  the  spirit  of  the  system 
This  holds  the  senior  rater  accountable  and  inhibits 
inflated  ratings. 

Within  the  Air  Force  system,  sensitivity  is  attained 
two  ways.  In  the  Officer  Performance  Report  (OPR),  AF  Form 
707A  (App  A-4) ,  the  reviewer  has  the  responsibility  to 
ensure  ratings  are  appropriate  and  not  inflated.  A 
Promotion  Recommendation  (FRF),  AF  Form  709,  (App  A-7) ,  is 
prepared  for  each  officer  in  the  zone  of  consideration.  The 
PRF  is  prepared  by  the  Senior  Rater  (normally  the  reviewing 
officer  on  the  OPR).  The  senior  rater  may  recommend  one  of 
three  actions:  Definitely  Promote;  Promote;  and  Do  Not 
Promote.  An  allocation  system  constrains  the  senior  rater 
on  the  number  of  Definitely  Promote  recommendations  he  can 
make.  "Allocations  vary  by  grade  to  accommodcite  the  various 
promotion  opportunities  and  by  zone  to  account  for  the 
specific  requirements  associated  with  each  zone."^®  Put  in 
term  of  current  evaluation  theory,  "[sjome  companies  try  to 
prevent.  .  .  unreasonable  leniency,  with  'forced- 

^"^Syllogistics  Inc.  and  the  Hay  Group,  Final  Report : 

Air  Force  Officer  Evaluation  System  Prorlect .  ( A1  exandr  i  a  ,  : 

US.  Air  Force,  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff /Personnel ,  1987),  III- 
39,  DTIC,  AD-A223  834. 

^®US.  Department  of  the  Air  F  'e.  AF  Pamphlet  36--6: 
USAF  Of £ i cer ' s  G uide  To  The  Office  . valuation  System. 

(Washington,  D.C.:  Government  Prin.  j.ng  Office,  1988),  31. 
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distribution'  systems. The  allocation  system  is  the  Air 
Force's  forced-distribution  inflation  control  mechanism  for 
•promotion  recommendations. 

Within  the  Marine  Corps,  sensitivity  is  attained  four 
ways.  First,  the  Reporting  Senior  (RS)  must  show  the 
"distribution  of  marks  for  all  Marines  of  this  grade"  in 
block  15b.  Second,  the  RS  must  rank,  by  grade,  all  Murines 
who  received  an  outstanding  (block  15a)  from  1  to  n  (n  “ 
total  number  of  outstanaing  raLlngs) .  Third,  the  RS  must 
alphabetically  list  all  Marines  of  the  same  grade  that  he 
rated.  Finally,  the  Reviewing  Officer  (REVO)  may  non  concur 
with  the  RS  and  rank  order  the  Marines  as  he  sees  it. 

The  Navy  attains  sensitivity  by  requiring  the  RS  to 
rank  order  the  evaluated  officers  by  grade  (only  LCDR  and 
above)  .  Not  required  to  rank  order  from  1  to  x  (x  «=  the 
total  number  of  officers,  by  grade,  that  the  RS  evaluates), 
the  RS  must,  at  a  minimum,  give  a  general  relative  ranking 
such  as;  of  nine  officers,  he  is  in  the  upper  third. 

Reliability : 

Due  to  policy  constraints  and  the  personal  nature  of 
evaluation  reports,  I  was  unable  to  sample  officer  personnel 

^^Berkeley  Rice,  "Performance  Review:  Examining  The 
Eye  Of  The  Beholder,"  The  Conference  Board,  December  19C5, 

31 . 
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files  to  determine  consistency  of  ratings.  In  informal 
conversations  with  fellow  officers  from  all  Services 
attending  The  National  War  College  and  The  Industrial 
College  of  the  Armed  Forces,  I  sense  that  each  Service's 
system  is  reliable.  Good  officers  consistently  receive  good 
evaluation  reports  and  poor  officers  consistently  receive 
poor  reports.  Moreover,  If  the  systems  did  not  work 
satisfactorily,  one  would  expect  high  appeal  rates  from 
officers  who  felt  they  received  unfair  ratings.  This  in  not 
the  case.  Finally,  if  the  systems  were  not  reliable,  then 
central  selection  boards  would  not  select  the  right  officers 
for  promotion  and  command.  If  this  were  true,  the  Services 
would  not  allow  the  current  systems  to  continue. 

Acceptability : 

As  discussed  in  above,  the  Army  and  Air  Force 
evaluation  systems  clearly  provide  for  establishing 
performance  objectives  and  for  performance  counseling.  The 
Marine  Corps  conducts  performance  counseling  separate  from 
the  performance  evaluation  system.  The  Navy  uses  the 
completed  FITREP  to  counsel  junior  officers.  While  it  may 
be  argued  that  the  evaluation  report  is  not  a  good  vehicle 
for  performance  counseling.  The  absence  of  high  appeal  rates 
indicates  that  the  systems  are  acceptable  to  the  rated 
officers . 
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Practicality; 

Rated  officers  and  Rating  Officials  appear  comfortable 
with  their  own  Service's  evaluation  systems.  Sixty-seven 
percent  of  the  rated  officers  who  responded  to  a 
questionnaire  (App  B)  believed  their  raters  understood  their 
Service's  evaluation  system.  Likewise,  seventy  percent  of 
the  rating  officials  responding  to  a  questionnaire  (App  C) 
felt  they  understood  the  numerous  Service  evaluation 
systems . 

Summary : 

How  well  do  the  Service  systems  meet  the  key 
requirements  of  Relevance,  Sensitivity  and  Acceptability? 
Table  1  shows  the  comparative  results  in  three  of  the  five 
areas  examined.  All  Service  systems  are  excellent  in 
differentiating  (Sensitivity)  among  quality  officers,  The 
Army  and  Air  Force  systems  mandate  objective  setting  and 
goal  setting  (Relevance),  whereas  the  Marine  and  Navy 
systems  do  not.  With  the  exception  of  the  Marine  Corps,  the 
other  three  Service  systems  provide  for  counseling 
(Acceptability)  within  their  officer  evaluation  systems. 

Does  this  mean  one  Service's  system  is  superior?  Not  at 
all.  Each  system  meets  the  needs  of  its  Service--they  are 
all  equal  in  that  respect. 
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Table  1.  COMPARISON  OF  SERVICE  SYSTEMS  AND  KEY  REQUIREMENTS 


— 

EEQUIEENEHT 

EBKY 

p-  - 

RIS  FOSCE  1  KREIRE 

^ .  n 

HRVY 

Relevance 

Yes 

Yes  Ro 

1 

Ro  i 

1 

Sensitivity 

i  i 

Yes  !  Yes  !  Yes 

Yes 

Reliability 

■ 

_ RR  1  HR 

RR 

RR 

kceptability 

Yes 

Yes 

RO 

Yes 

Practicaiity 

RR 

RR 

.  RR  . 

RR 

NA=  Not  Evaluated 


The  main  shortcoming  ot  the  individual  Service 
evaluation  systems  is  that  they  cannot  differentiate  between 
the  performance  of  officers  from  other  Services.  If,  for 
example,  you  have  three  officers  from  each  Service  working 
in  a  joint  organization,  how  do  you  determine  where  the 
officers  of  one  Service  rank  relative  to  the  officers  of  the 
other  Services?  Being  the  top  officer  in  one  Service  might 
only  be  fourth  best  or  lower  over  all.  There  is  no  way  to 
differentiate  today  in  the  aggregate. 
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DISCUSSION 

Joint  Attributes: 

Are  there  specific  skills,  traits  or  attributes 
required  to  serve  successfully  in  a  joint  duty  position? 
Table  2  shows  those  traits  which  three  or  more  of  the 
Services  evaluate. 


Table  2.  COMMON  ATTRIBUTE  COMPARISON 


! 

ATTRIBUTE 

ARMY 

AIR  FORCE 
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I 
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1 

!  Motivates 
i  Subordinates 

X 

X 

'  X 

; 

X 

1  Performs 

1  Under  Stress 

X 

X 

1 

!  X 

1 

1 

i 

I 

1 

!  Judgment 

X 

X 

1 

!  X 

! 

i 

I  «... 

i 

1  Loyalty 

.X 

X 

1 

i  X 

I 

i 

j 

!  Integrity 

X 

^  X 

1 

i 

I 

I 

X  I 

1 

j  Initiative/ 

1  Imagination 

!  y 

j . .  . . 

j  - 

X  I 

Certainly,  all  of  these  traits  are  desirable  but  not 
peculiar  to  joint  duty.  There  is  nothing  that  I  could  find 
in  any  joint  publication  that  delineates  joint  attributes. 
LTG  D.M.  Schlatter  advised  future  joint  officer.^  to  "lb|e 
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objective.  .  .avoid  emotion.  .  .be  honest  and  accurate. 

Good  advice  but  hardly  exclusively  joint.  Perhaps  such 
traits  as  cooperativeness  or  selflessness;  communicative  or 
integrative  skills;  vision,  i.e.,  the  ability  to  see  the 
overall  picture,  are  needed  to  succeed  in  the  joint 
environment.  I’m  sure  these  skills  would  be  beneficial,  but 
I'm  not  sure  they  are  essential  to  successful  joint  Service. 
Even  if  they  were,  would  their  measurement  warrant  the 
development  of  a  "Joint  OER"?  Since  these  traits  could  be 
addressed  in  the  narrative  portion  of  the  Service 
evaluations,  no  compelling  reason  based  solely  on  "joint 
attributes"  justifies  the  creation  of  a  joint  evaluation 
system . 

Rated  Officer  Perceptions: 

To  determine  the  ef fecti venes.“i  of  the  current  system,  I 
believe  that  the  manner  in  which  the  rated  officer  perceives 
the  system  is  very  important.  Does  the  rated  officer 
believe  that  he  will  be  rated  fairly?  Does  he  have 
confidence  the  rating  official  understands  his  Service's 
culture?  Will  the  evaluation  for  joint  duty  carry  the  same 
weight  as  evaluations  within  his  own  Service?  And  finally, 
does  the  rated  officer  feel  there  is  a  need  for  a  new  system 
for  joint  evaluations?  To  obtain  a  sample  of  perceptions  of 

^^Armed  Forces  Staff  College,  AFSC  Pub  1.  2-45. 
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officers  currently  serving  in  joint  duty  assignments,  I 
developed  a  questionnaire  (App  B) .  Twenty-five  copies  were 
randomly  distributed  to  officers  serving  in  OSD  and  on  the 
Joint  Staff,  Twenty-four  questionnaires  were  completed  and 
returned.  The  survey  respondents  represented  all  Services 
and  were  officers  in  the  grades  of  Major  to  Colonel.  Table 
3  shows  the  tabulated  responses  to  the  questionnaires. 

Questions  1-3  &  5-9  deal  with  the  rated  officer's 
confidence  in  his  rating  officials,  his  interaction  with 
them,  and  his  perception  of  how  well  they  perform  their 
rating  duties. 

Responses  to  question  1  show  a  strong  positive 
perception  that  rating  officials  understand  the  Services' 
evaluation  systems.  However,  the  rated  officer's  perception 
that  his  organization  has  a  "process"  to  train  the  rating 
official,  question  5,  is  not  based  on  fact.  I  have  talked 
with  personnel  managers  in  OSD  and  on  the  Joint  Staff  and 
determined  that  there  is  no  formalized  training  program 
within  OSD  or  the  Joint  Staff.  The  response  to  question  G 
more  accurately  reflects  reality. 
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Table  3.  RATED  OFFICER  QUESTIONNAIRE  RESULTS 


QUESTIOII 

SR 

r 

II 

B 

SD 

1,  I  beliiv?  Bj  ratjrs  undarstand  sy  aval  Byater, 

4 

. 

12 

5 

1 

T 

y 

2.  I  can  discuss  my  systein  with  ity  rater 

13 

1 

L-°  - 

"I 

<•  . 

3,  !  ai  confident  I  will  be  rated  rairly 

J.] 

2 

2 

0 

! 

i  4a,  1  think  a  joint  eval  will  hurt  ne 

2 

j 

Ll.. 

3 

1 

4b,  1  think  a  joint  eval  will  be  "discounted" 

3 

4 

7 

5 

2 

4c.  I  think  a  joint  eval  will  carry  equal  welcht 

1 

8 

3 

1 

5 

b.  Raters  are  trained  on  Service  eval  systems 

2 

8 

1 

5 

2 

6,  Raters  learn  the  Service  systems  on  their  own 

4 

9 

5 

5 

1 

h  I  ar,  asked  to  prepare  draft  comments  for  my  eval 

11 

10 

2 

0 

1 

8.  I  prepare  draft  comments  for  other's  evals 

3 

3 

2 

8 

10 

9.  Raters  have  someone  prepare  comments  for  them 

8 

9 

1 

0 

0 

10,  Ky  Service's  eval  is  OR  in  the  joint  arena 

4 

12 

3 

4 

1 

11.  h  joint  eval  system  is  needed  for  IRh  positions 

4 

2 

8 

8 

8 

12,  h  single  eval  system  is  needed  for  all  of  DOD 

J 

8 

7 

3 

8 

Legend:  SA=  Strongly  Agree;  A=  Agree;  N=  Neutral; 

D=  Disagree;  SD=  Strongly  Disagree  ' 


The  positive  responses  to  questions  2  and  7  indicate 
good  communication  and  interaction  between  the  rated  officer 
and  his  rating  official.  One  respondent  stated  "fi]n 
general,  I  think  I'm  well  served  by  my  supervisory  chain. 


^^Respondent  #22,  Rated  Officer  Survev ,  Air  Force 
Officer,  OJCS . 
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The  responses  to  question  3  shows  a  high  level  of  confidence 
that  the  evaluation  will  be  fair. 

The  responses  to  questions  8  and  9  concern  me.  The 
rated  officers  perceive  that  rating  officials  routinely  have 
third  parties  prepare  evaluations  for  the  rating  officials 
signature.  As  noted  by  one  respondent,  "lals  raters  of 
different  Services  don't  want  to  hurt  officers  they  rate,  it 
appears  that  few  even  draft  their  own  remarks  but  rely  on 
the  senior  member  of  that  Service  to  draft  FITREPS  on  those 
they  rate. "22  This  may  mean  the  rating  officials  are 
concerned  about  inadvertently  hurting  an  officer  because 
they  didn't  fully  understand  the  Service's  evaluation  system 
and  culture.  Perhaps,  the  rating  officials  are  simply 
providing  guidance  to  a  third  party  who  actually  writes  the 
evaluation  for  the  rating  official's  review  and  signature. 

In  any  event.  Table  4,  Rating  Official  Questionnaire 
Results,  shows  in  question  7  that  one  third  of  the  rating 
officials  routinely  do  this. 

Questions  4a,  4b,  and  4c  seemed  to  have  contradictory 
responses.  While  fifty  percent  of  the  respondents  to 
question  4c  disagreed  that  a  joint  evaluation  carried  the 
same  weight  as  a  Service  evaluation,  only  twenty  percent  of 

22Respondent  #18,  Rated  Officer  Questionnaire,  Army 
Officer,  OJCS. 
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the  respondents  to  question  4a  felt  a  joint  evaluation  would 
hurt  them.  As  to  whether  a  joint  evaluation  would  be 
"discounted"  by  the  rated  officer's  Service,  1/3  agreed,  1/3 
were  neutral  and  1/3  disagreed.  I  think  you  have  to 
conclude  that  the  perception  is  that  a  joint  evaluation 
won't  necessarily  help  or  hurt  the  rated  officer's  career. 

So,  do  the  rated  officers  think  we  need  a  new  system? 
Sixty-seven  percent  of  the  respondents  to  question  10  felt 
the  current  system  was  adequate  and  only  twenty-one  percent 
disagreed.  Fifty  percent  of  the  respondents  to  que.^tion  11 
disagreed  and  twenty-five  percent  agreed  with  the  need  for  a 
joint  evaluation  system  only  for  those  serving  in  a  joint 
assignment.  Finally,  as  to  the  need  for  one  evaluation 
system  tor  all  Services,  question  12,  thirty-eight  percent 
of  the  respondents  disagreed,  thirty-three  percent  agreed 
and  twenty-nine  percent  were  neutral.  A  survey  respondent 
stated  "[a]  standard  evaluation  form  in  .IDA  assignments 
would  be  useful:  however,  litl  would  not  cure  the  larger 
problem  of  'critical  for  promotion'  language  each  service 
seeks  for  competitive  of  f  i  cers  .  Another  respondent  felt 

"  1 1 1  he  biggest  drawback  to  a  single  form  is  that  it  would  jje 
absolutely  meaningless  to  each  Service.  At  lecLst  nov;  my 


^^Ibid, 
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performance  is  rated  in  a  way  meaning^ful  to  my  service. 
Finally,  one  respondent  stated  "[olne  thing  that  could  not 
be  solved  by  a  single  evaluation  system  that  makes  it 
difficult  for  an  officer  of  one  Service  to  rate  an  officer 
from  another  Service  is  the  Service-specific  'buzz-words,' 
phrases  and  formats  that  promotion  boards  often  look  for. "25 
Overall,  I  sense  that  the  rated  officers  do  not  see  a  need 
to  change  the  current  system. 

Rating  Officlala  Perceptions: 

The  perceptions  of  rating  officials  in  joint 
assignments  are  also  important  in  assessing  the  current 
evaluation  system.  I  developed  and  randomly  distributed  a 
questionnaire  (App  C)  to  twenty-five  rating  officials 
serving  in  OSD  and  on  the  Joint  Staff.  Rating  Officials 
surveyed  represented  all  services  and  served  in  the  grades 
of  Colonel  to  Lieutenant  General  and  SES  1  to  SES  4.  Table 
4  shows  the  tabulated  results  of  the  twenty  respondents. 

In  response  to  question  1,  seventy  percent  of  the 
rating  officials  felt  they  understood  the  numerous  Service 
evaluation  systems.  Only  eleven  percent  disagreed. 

^^Hespondent  #12,  Rated  Officer  Questionnaire,  Air 
Force  Officer,  OJCS. 

25Respondent  #24,  Rated  Officer  Questionnaire,  Naval 
Officer,  OJCS. 
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Table  4.  RATING  OFFICIAL  QUESTIONNAIRE  RESULTS 
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L  !  have  someone  else  prepare  dr.\ft  comments 

i 

0 

2 

11 

8,  It  would  be  better  to  use  my  Service's  system 

2 

0 

8 

8 

4 

8.  My  ratings  have  been  fair 

13 

5 

1 

C 

1 

1C.  Service  evaluations  are  adequate  for  joint  duty 

6 

7 

to 

■  n 

3 

2 

U,  1  .'ingle  joint  evaluation  system  is  needed 

_4 _ 

2 

.  3_ _ 

3 

8 

Legend:  Sh=  Strongly  Agree;  A“  Agree;  N=  Neutral; 

D--  Disagree;  SD®  Strongly  Disagree 

Likewise,  sixty-nine  percent  agreed  they  understood  the 
Services'  cultures  and  only  sixteen  percent  disagreed  with 
question  2.  With  regard  to  Service  culture,  one  respondent 
stated  "[a]  single  joint  evaluation  system  sounds  great  at 
first  but  would  be  difficult  to  administer  because  of  the 
different  cultures  and  different  se^-vice  needs. Ninety- 


^^Respondent  #19,-  Rating  Official  Questionnaire,  Air 
Force  Lieutenant  General,  OSD. 
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five  percent  of  the  rating  officials  learned  the  Service 
evaluation  systems  through  their  own  efforts,  question  4.  A 
respondent  said  "[ijt's  a  challenge  to  learn  the  different 
services  rating  systems;  but  it  is  incumbent  on  raters  to  do 
so.  Likewise,  another  respondent  noted  "I  rely  on  my 

subordinates  to  familiarize  me  with  their  rating  systems. 

If  needed,  I  can  get  extra  administrative  assistance  from 
our  J-l."28  Yet,  in  response  to  question  3,  fifteen  percent 
said  their  organization  trained  them.  Although  slightly 
contradictory,  I  think  the  responses  to  questions  1  through 
4  were  very  positive  and  reassuring. 

Questions  5  and  6  concern  the  interaction  between  the 
rated  officer  and  the  rating  official.  Ninety  percent 
agreed  with  question  5  and  eighty  percent  with  question  6. 
Clearly,  these  strong  positive  responses  indicate  good  two 
way  communication.  A  respondent  stated  "[a]t  the  0-4/0-5 
[Maj/Ltc]  level...!  expect  the  officer  to  provide  me  with  a 
comprehensive  draft  of  their  evaluation.  I  may  'fine  tune' 
it,  but  by-and-large  the  evaluation  reflects  their 

inputs. "25 

27Respondent  #13,  Rating  Official  Questionnaire,  Army 
Colone  1  ,  0 JC5 . 

28r 

espondent  #1,  Rating  Official  Questionnaire,  Navy 
Captain,  OJCS. 

29ibid. 
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As  stated  above,  thirty-five  percent  of  the  respondents 
to  question  7  have  someone  outside  of  the  rating  chain 
prepare  draft  comments  for  their  consideration.  While  this 
may  be  perfectly  legitimate,  some  could  perceive  it  as  an 
abrogation  of  the  rating  officials  responsibilities,  Or  it 
could  be  viewed  as  an  indication  that  we  ask  too  much  to 
expect  rating  officials  to  understand  the  evaluation  systems 
and  culture.®  o  each  Service. 

Question  10  shows  a  strong  preference  for  the  current 
system  as  sixty-five  percent  of  the  responses  were  positive. 
A  respondent  noted  "[t]he  Service  Evals  easily  accommodate 
comments  on  'jointness'-  a  special  joint  evaluation  system 
is  not  needed,  and  would  no  doubt  hurt  an  individual  when  it 
comes  time  for  promotion  boards  within  his/her  own 
Service. Similarly,  another  respondent  states  "[t]o 
establi-sh  a  single  joint  evaluation  system  would  be  counter 
to  the  service  cultures  and  could  do  more  harm  than  good  to 
those  officers  who  are  being  compared  to  officers  from  their 
own  Services  in  Service  conducted  boards, This  view  of 
the  rating  officials  is  supported  by  the  responses  to 
question  11.  fifty-five  percent  of  the  respondents 

30ibid. 

3lRespondent  #13. 
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disagreed  with  the  need  for  a  single  joint  evaluation  system 
while  only  thirty  percent  agreed.  One  respondent  argued: 


It  is  important  for  all  ratings  to  be  done  in  the  frame 
of  reference  in  which  they  will  he  used.  ...  We  must 
be  careful  not  to  create  a  new  form  that  will  not  be 
understood  by  service  promotion  or  command  selection 
boards.  Training  on  service  cultures  and  OER  systems 

is  the  key. ^ 


Finally,  a  respondent  observes: 

While  a  single  joint  evaluation  system  may  produce  a 
greater  uniformity  of  comparison  among  those  serving 
joint  duty  it  would  not  increase  the  compatibility 
within  the  respective  service.  Thii  analysis  of 
individual  performance  trends  across  a  career  must  have 
some  degree  of  consistent  format.  Without  consistency 
in  report  structure,  I  fear  the  Joint  report  could  do 
more  harm  than  good  to  the  individuals.  It  is  up  to 
the  Service  selection  processes  to  understand  and 
assess  the  nuances  invoked  by  a  reporting  senior  from  a 
different  service. 23 


CONCLUSIONS 


Are  There  Unique  Joint  Attributes? 


I  do  not  believe  there  are  any  skills,  traits  or 
characteristics  that  are  unique  and  essential  to  successful 
joint  duty  performance.  Clearly,  officers  who  have  been 
successful  in  their  Service  bring  those  skills  and  talents 
to  the  joint  arena  and  continue  to  serve  successfully. 


^^Respondent  #20,  Rating  Official  Questionnaire,  Army 
Brigadier  General,  OSD,  italics  added. 

23Re.spondent  #8,  Rating  Official  Questionnaire,  Navy 
Captain,  OJCS . 
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Although  adaptability,  cooperation  and  communication  skills 
are  without  question  valuable  to  joint  duty,  none  are 
singularly  critical  to  successful  joint  duty  performance.  A 
respondent  asks  "[ajre  the  officer  character  traits  the  same 
to  succeed  in  the  Army  where  enlisted  form  the  majority  of 
the  combatants  as  opposed  to  the  Air  Force  where  officers 
are  the  combatants  for  the  moat  part?"'"^  He  answers  his 
question  by  stating  "lo]bvious  traits  of  integrity,  honor, 
decisiveness,  respect  for  the  dignity  of  individuals,  etc. 
are  the  same.  But,  other  personality  trait  requirements  may 
have  a  different  hierarchical  order. Therefore,  in  my 
opinion,  there  is  no  basis  for  the  development  of  a  joint 
evaluation  system  based  on  unique  joint  attributes. 

Is  The  Current  System  Adequate? 

The  current  system  is  adequate  but  I  don't  believe  it 
is  the  optimal  system.  Each  Service's  system  has  its  own 
strengths  and  are  supported  by  its  officers  and  Service 
cultures.  Also,  the  surveys  of  rated  officers  and  rating 
officials  show  support  of  the  status  quo  in  the  joint  arena. 


^^Respondent  #19. 

35lbid, 
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However,  I  believe  the  current  system  has  three 
shortcomings : 

1.  NO  STANDARD  YARDSTICK.  Officers  are  evaluated  by 
different  instruments  which  have  different  purposes  and 
uses  within  their  respective  Services.  There  is  no 
standard  yardstick  for  measuring  joint  performance. 

2.  NO  JOINT  SERVICE  DIFFERENTIATION.  Since  there  is 
no  standard  yardstick,  you  cannot  differentiate  between 
the  performance  of  an  Army  officer  vice  that  of  a  Navy, 
Air  Force  or  Marine  officer.  Each  officer's 
performance  is  measured  by  his  own  Service's  system. 

3.  NO  INFLATION  CONTROL.  I  believe  multiple  systems 
lead  to  inflated  ratings.  Unlike  Service  rating 
officials,  joint  rating  officials  are  not  systemically 
held  accountable  by  anyone  with  authority  over  them. 
Therefore,  in  the  absence  of  accountability,  the 
tendency  is  to  inflate  ratings  to  benefit  the 
individual  officer. 

Are  Rating  Officials  Overburdened? 

I  believe  rating  officials  are  overburdened. 
Notwithstanding  the  survey  responses  to  the  contrary,  I 
believe  it  is  impossible,  as  well  as  impractical,  for  a 
rating  official  to  learn  each  system  to  the  necessary  level 


32 


of  detail.  Studies  show  that  "...in-group  members  not  only 
use  language  in  specific  in-group  ways  but  also  that  they 
read  in-group  documents  in  a  more  uniform  manner  than  do 
cut-group  readers  read  the  same  document. Understanding 
the  culture,  i.e.,  in-group,  is  essential  to  the  evaluation 
proce.ss  and  the  Services  recognize  this  fact.  For  example, 
the  Navy  states  "[rjeview  of  rough  fitness  reports  by  the 
Navy  Personnel  Evaluation  Advisor  is  encouraged  to  ensure 
conformity  to  this  instruction  and  to  accepted  Navy 
pract  i  ces  .  Formal  training  by  the  joint  organisations 
could  reduce  the  burden  on  rating  officials  and  improve  the 
rating  process. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

It  seems  to  me  that  there  are  three  possible  courses  of 
action : 

1.  Develop  a  single  evaluation  system  for  all  of  DOD . 

2.  Develop  a  joint  evaluation  system  for  use  in  joint 

organizations  only. 

3.  Continue  with  the  current  systems, 

3^Phillips,  267. 

37us.  Department  Oc  The  Navy.  IMMILPEMCPiLINST 
161 1 ■ lA ,  (Washington,  D.C.,:  Government  Printing  Office, 
i990) ,  10.  italics  added 
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I  see  no  utility  in  developing  a  single  system  at  this 
time,  Nothing  in  the  survey  responses  or  research 
literature  showed  any  justification  for  a  single  system. 

The  continued  use  of  the  Service  evaluation  systems  within 
their  cultures  and  in  the  joint  arena  has  not  hindered  the 
successful  move  toward  'jointness'.  I  believe  the  diverse 
strengths,  skills  and  talents,  nurtured  and  developed  in  the 
Service  cultures,  that  an  officer  brings  to  the  joint  arena 
are  what  have  made  'jointness'  work  as  well  as  it  has. 

The  use  of  a  single  evaluation  system  while  serving  in 
a  joint  organization  has  some  merit.  It  would  provide  for 
the  differentiation  between  officers  of  all  Service.?  and 
would  impose  accountability  on  the  rating  officials. 

However,  based  on  my  survey  results  and  the  success  of  the 
present  system,  I  don't  think  the  Services  would  accept 
another  system  in  addition  to  their  own. 

My  recommendations  are  to  continue  with  the  current 
system;  to  implement  formal  evaluation  training  programs 
within  joint  organizations;  and  to  conduct  a  study  to 
determine  the  optimal  system  for  measuring  joint  performance 
balanced  against  Service  needs.  My  survey  results  show  that 
a  majority  of  rated  officers  and  rating  officials  feel  the 
current  system  works.  Formalized  training  of  rating 
officials  within  their  joint  organizations  will  improve  the 
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process.  "Training  of  the  rater  in  all  aspects  of  a 
performance  evaluation  system  will  ensure  the  sy-stem  is 
accurate,  fair,  and  free  of  bias. Finally,  a  study  is 
needed  to  address  all  facets  of  performance  evaluation  to 
include  purposes  and  organizational  and  cultural  factors. 
If  the  study  shows  that  a  single  system  would  optimize 
mission  accomplishment,  then  and  only  then,  should  we 
change . 


^^Ma-jor  George  H.  Del  Carlo,  "The  Analysis  Of  The  Army 
Officer  Evaluation  System  And  The  General  Motors  Appraisal 
System  As  Man.agement  Tools"  (MBA  thesis,  Troy  State 
University,  1988),  6,  DTIC,  AD-A219  949. 
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APPENDIX  A 

OER  FORMS  USED  IN  THE  SERVICES 


U.S.  Army 

DA  Form  67-8,  OER  A-1 

DA  Form  67-8-1,  OER  Support  Form  A-2 

DA  Form  67-8-2,  Senior  Rater  Profile  A-3 

U.S.  Air  Force 

AF  Form  707A,  Field  Grade  Performance  Report  A-4 
AF  Form  707B,  Company  Grade  Performance  Report  A-5 
AF  Form  724,  Performance  Feedback  Worksheet  A-6 

AF  Form  709,  Promotion  Recommendation  A-7 

U.S.  Marine  Corps 

USMC  Fitness  Report  (1610)  A-8 

U.S.  Navy 

NAVPERS  1611/1,  Officer  Fitness  Report  A-9 
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I.  OnOANIZATION.  COMMAND.  LOCATION 
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IV.  IMPACT  ON  MISSION  ACCOMPLISHMSNT 

V.  PIRI-OnMANCe  PACTOPi 

DOII  NOT  MIITI 

MBIT  STANDARDS  liTANDARDS 

1.  Job  Knowltdgt 
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F.xhiblti  loyalty,  ditciplina.  dadication.  Intagrity,  and  hor.atty 

Adharai  to  Air  Forca  itandardi.  Accapti  parional  raiponiibility. 

I.  fair  and  objactiva 

□  U 

a.  Organliatlonal  Skill. 

Plant,  cooidinaiat,  tchadult't.  and  utai  reiourcat  affactiveiy. 

Schaduiai  work  lor  tall  and  othari  pquitably  anrj  aHactivaiy. 
Anticipatai  and  lolvei  prublamt.  Maatt  tuipanvai. 

n  □ 

S.  Judgmtnt  and  Oacliloni 

k/akai  tlinaly  and  accuiale  dacitioni.  Emphaii.ct  IngK  m 
dacitiun  making.  Ratami  corripoturt  in  ttiattful  iltual'Cmt 

Ratognitei  npportumtiei  and  act!  to  taka  advantaya  o'  tham 

u  □ 

S.  Communication  Skill. 

Liitani,  ipn.  ki,  and  wrna.  eltactiveiy. 

□  □ 

DUTY  TITLI 

DATI 
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ItQNATURI 

Vlf.  ADPITIONAI.  RAflR  OVCRALL  AISinMBNT 

NAMI,  dRADI,  IR  OF  IVC,  ORdN,  OOMO.  LOCATION 

OUTV  TITLI 

DATI 

UN 

8IQNATURI 

VIII.  RGvisyysR 

CONCUR  □  NONCONCUR  □ 

NAMI.QRADI,  tR  OP  IVC,  ORON,  GOMU.  LOCATION 

DUTY  TITLI 

I 

UN 

IIONATURI 

Initructlont 

All:  Rcconim#nd«tion»  mu»t  bf  b«nd  on  ptrlotmint*  »nd  thi  pottntl»l  b»s#d  on  th»t  performance.  Promotion 
recommendationj  are  prohibited  Do  not  conuder  or  comrrient  on  completion  of  or  enrollment  in  PWE,  advanced 
education,  previoutor  anticipated  promotion  recommendationi  on  AF  form  709,  OER  indortement  leveli,  family  activitiet, 
marital  ttatui,  race,  te«,  ethnic  origin,  age,  or  religion. 

Rater;  Focue  your  evaluation  in  Section  IV  on  what  the  officer  did,  how  well  he  or  she  did  it  and  hr.w  the  officer 
contributed  to  mission  accomplishment.  Write  in  concise  '’bullet"  format.  Your  comments  m  Section  Vi  may  include 
recommendations  for  augmentation  or  assignment. 

Additional  Rater;  Carefully  review  the  rater's  evaluation  to  ensure  it  is  accurate,  unbiased,  and  urunfiated  if  you 
disagree,  you  may  ask  the  r.ster  to  review  his  or  her  evaluation.  You  may  not  direct  a  change  m  the  evaluation  If  you  still 
disagree  with  the  ratei,  mark  "NONCONCUR"  and  esplain  You  may  include  recommendations  for  augmentation  or 
assignment. 

Reviewer:  Carefully  'eview  the  rater's  and  additional  rater's  ratings  iind  comments  if  their  evaluutions  are  accurate, 
unbiased,  and  unmflated,  maik  the  form  "CONCUR"  and  sign  the  form,  if  you  disagree  with  previous  evaluators,  you  may 
ask  them  to  review  their  evaluations.  You  may  not  direct  them  to  change  their  appraisals  if  you  still  disagree  with  the 
additional  rater,  mark  "NONCONCUR"  and  eap'am  m  Section  Vnl  Do  not  use  "NONCONCUR"  simply  to  prruvide  comm'ints 

on  the  report. _ 
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I,  MFIODOP  RlirORT 

Ffom;  I  Thru; 


I,  OKOANKAtlON.  COMMAND,  LOCATION 


III.  JOB  DtSCniPTION  I.OUTVTITLIr 
a.  KIY  DUTlII,  TAtKI,  AND  RI|l>ONIIIILITII<li 


IV.  IMPACT 


V.  Pl-RPORMANCR  FACTORS  DOISNOT  MISTS' 

MIIT ITANDAPDI  ITANDABDI 

1.  JobKnowlidgs 

Hit  linowIcOge  required  lo  peiiorm  Outlet  eRictIvely. 

Strives  to  Improve  th«t  knowledge. 

I 

I 

2.  Leederthip  Skllli 

Sett  end  enforcei  itindirdt.  Works  well  with  others. 

Fottprt  teamwork.  Displays  Initiative.  Self-confident. 

I 

_J 

3.  Profeislonal  Qualities  i 

Exhibits  loyalty,  discvllne,  dedication,  integrity,  and  honesty. 

Adheres  to  Air  Fci'ce  tiandardt.  Accepts  personal  responsibility 

It  fair  and  objective. 

I 

— 

4.  Organllatlonal  Skills 

Plans,  coordinates,  schedules,  and  uses  resources  effectively. 

Meets  suspenses. 

□ 

I 

_ : 

S.  Judgment  and  Decisions 

Makes  lirriely  and  accurate  decisions  tmphaslies  logic  In 
decision  making,  ketains  composure  m  strettful  situations, 
kecognixes  opportunities,  keoui'es  minimal  supervlilon 

I 

— 

I 

6.  Communication  Skills 

listens,  speaks,  and  writes  effectively. 

! 

L 
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VII.  ADDITIONAL  RATIR  OVERALL  AfSESBMENT 


NAME.  QRADI,  IR  Of  It/C,  ORON,  COMO.  LOCATION  DUTY  TITLI 


■ 


NONCONCUR 


NAMI.  QRAOI,  IR  09  IVC.  ORON.  COMD,  lOCAtiON  iOUTY  TltL 


InitrMciiont 

All:  Roconimitiditioni  mull  bi  biisd  on  pirformAncv  incl  ihi  poitntiii  biiftd  on  thai  performinci.  Promotion  rtcon^mtnditioni  irrr 
prohibited.  Do  not  conildir  or  comn^ent  on  complitlon  ot  or  tnrollment  in  PME,  idvinctd  tducetion,  prtvioui  or  mtlcipiited  prorriotlon 
rtccimrnftnditlOfU  on  AF  Form  709,  OKR  indoritmtnt  (emilY  •ctlvltiti,  mirlul  ititui,  rpct.  lex,  ethnic  origlri,  igt,  or  rtligipn, 

Ritir:  Focul  your  eviluillon  in  Section  IV  on  whet  thi  officer  rjid,  how  will  hi  or  ihv  did  It  md  how  thi  officer  contributed  to  minion 
•ccompllihmint.  Write  In  conciie  ‘'bullit’'  formel.  You*  comment!  In  'riction  VI  mey  Include  recommendwtioni  for  uugrnintetlon  or 
liiiynmem. 

Additionil  Reter:  CerifuHy  riviiw  the  ritir'i  eveluetion  to  ensure  it  •!  iccureti.  unbilled  end  unir\li«ted.  If  you  (lliigrst,  you  rniy  hik 
the  riter  to  review  hli  or  hir  cviluitlon.  You  miy  not  direct  •  chmgi  m  the  uviluiUon.  |f  you  itlll  dliourn  with  the  rater,  mark  "NON* 
CONCUR"  and  ixpliln.  You  rnay  inoludi  recommendationi  for  augmentation  or  iitignmint. 

Reviewer:  CirefuDy  review  the  riter'i  end  additional  riter’i  raiingi  and  commenti,  If  thair  eviluitloni  art  accurate,  unbiased  and  urtlri> 
flaicd,  mark  the  form  '  CONCUR"  end  sign  the  form,  if  you  cMsagref  with  pravloui  ivaiuituri,  you  may  isk  them  to  review  thai.  evalui. 
tioni.  You  may  not  direct  them  to  change  their  epprtiieii.  If  you  itlll  disagree  with  the  additional  rater,  mark  “NONCONCUR"  and 
ixpiain  in  Section  VIII,  Do  not  use  "NONCONCUR"  umply  to  provide  oommerns  on  ifie  report. 
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3.  C3nADE 


I.  RATEE  IDENTIFICATION  DATA  iRi)Hd  AFH  .16- 10  CMPtuUv  tmlmt-  UUmo  m  diiv  Hum, 


1.  NAME  i  '\l.  Piisl  M'dt/'r  Imt-ftn  3.  '.JSAN 


S.  ORQANlZATlON.  COMMAND,  LOCATION 


II.  UNIT  MISSION  DESCRIPTION 


4.  DAFSC 


e.  PAS  CODE 


III.  JOB  DESCRIPTION  1,  DUTY  TITLE: 

2.  KEY  DUTIES,  TASKS,  AND  BESPONSIBILITIES: 


V.  PROMOTION  ZONE 

BP2  I  I  l/APZ  _ 


IX,  OVERALL  RECOMMENDATION 


VI.  QROUT'SIZE  VII.  BOARD 


VIII.  SENIOR  RATER  ID 


OEEINITELY  RBOMOT( 


00  NOT  PAOMOTE  THIS  eOAPO 


□ 
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X.  SENIOR  RATER 

NAMI  OAADI  BR  OF  »VC.  ORQN 

COMD  LOCATION 

DUTY  TITL5 

1  SSK* 

_ _  - 

Sir.NATURI 

Instructions 

Review  previous  OGRs.  OPBs.  Education  Training  Reports  and  Supplemental  Evaluation  Stieets  Discuss  i( 
needed,  the  olficer  s  poiTormance  with  oHicirls  m  tho  supervisory  n.hain  Evaluate  the  olMcer  s  partorniance 
and  assess  his  or  her  potential  based  on  perlormance  Do  not  consider  or  comment  on  eniollmeni  in  or 
completion  ol  prolessional  military  educalion  or  aavancod  academic  education 

Provide  an  accurate,  unbiased  assessment  (tee  irom  consideration  ol  race.  sex.  ethnic  ongin.  age  religion, 
or  marital  status 

Provide  Ihe  oflicer  a  copy  ol  Ihis  report  approximately  30  days  prior  to  the  board  lor  which  this  report  is 
prepared 
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I4d  AirfNTiON  TO  UUIV 


.bg  y0UP‘  fSllMA'i  O'  iHi'j  i  OENCkA.  VA^Uf  TO  UlL  SERVICE 


iH;;C1Al  CASf  I*  oppiicablf/ 

□  EB  B  B  B  ED  ml  El  B  El  □  B  □  B  .  □  E  □  1^  !  g 


13.  perTormancc 

i  l3o  REC.UlAli  DuriEl 

aJl_H_H_EL_Iiil_EL 

I  I3t'..  AUDItiONAl  DUIIEb 


B  (g  a  B  El  E  gp 


13d  HANDUNO  OEEICEnS  IMAKK  KC0<  no: 

B  E3  □  B  B  B 


13c  HANDLING  ENLISTED  PERSONNEL 

[i^  a  El  B  E 

3t  TRAINING  PERSONNEL 


IJq.  IACTICAl  HANDLING  OP  TROOPS 


Uo.  ENDURANCE 
ub  pSsONAL  APPEARANCE  ’ 

B  B  B  B  B  m  m 


Ul..  administrative  duties 


U«  COOMERAtlON 


EP  B  B  B  e  B  Bl 


Ul  INITIAIIVE 


B  B  B  B  B.JgU 


Ug  JUDGMENT 


B  B  B  B  B  B  B 


Uh  PRESENCE  OP  MIND 


B. 


Ml.  PORCE 


U|.  LEADERSHIP 


m  m  m  B  B  m  m 


Uk.  loyalty 


B  B  B  B  B  B  B 


141.  PERSONAL  RELATIONS 


B  m  B  B  B  B  .B 


1 4m  ECONOMY  OP  MANAGEMENT 

B  B  B  B  B  B  B 


15b  DIStklhUHON  OT-  MARK-;.  FOR  All  MARINES  01  THIS  GRADf 

liT"! iiTioxE slcT^ liAtlH!"suM~L  eachWluIL^ 

□□□□□□□□□Dm 
□  □□□CDraBBIIlBB 
□□□□□ □□□□□□ 

16.  CCmilDtRiNO  THI  RiQumiMENIb  SMVICI  IN  WAR  INDICATI  YOUH  ATTituDl 


TOWARD  HAVING  THIS  MARINE  UNI>ER  YQUR  COMMAND 


Bnot  Bpreper 

OISERVED  NOT 


B  DE  [13  BE 

WiLlIND  OlAD 


D  PARTICUIARLY 
DESIRE 


IT,  HAS  MARINE  BEEN  THE  SUBJECT  OP  AN*  OF  THE  POLIOWINO  RtP0RTS» 

IF  YES.  REFERENCE  IN  SECTION  C. 

a  COMMENDAtORY  I  b  ADVERSE  I  i  DISCIPLINARY  ACTION 


□  yes  n  no  I  n  YES 


IB  REPORT  BASED  ON  OBSERVATION 

INPRE- 


HOAIIY  n  FREQUENT  n  QIIENT 

K5i;ro'EFiWI;5i7Tc5li  NtiniiUTT — 

coNCui*  iiriM  lo:  nicoMMiNr 

□  b  Bim  m  b 


□.tjoJ . _ Qis 


19.  QUALIFIED  FOR  PROMOTION 

nXEMLEHYES  rKd 


U(  MILITARY  PReSfcNCI 

B  B  B  B  B  B  B 


I4n  OROWIH  POTENTIAL 

B  B  B  B  B  B  B 


}i  reserved  for  future  use 

□  □  □  n  □ 


RECORD  A  CONCISE  APPRAISAL  OF  THE  PROFESSIONAL  CHARACTER  OF  MARINE  REPORTED  ON  THIS  SPACF  MUST  NOT  BE  LEFT  BLANK 
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72  I  CERTIFY  th*  Inlormolion  in  M»ctloi>  A  li  correct  to  tht  b»|t  of  my 
knovviodgt 


(Slgnaturo  oT  Marino  roportod  or} 


(Daio) 


24  (Chock  ont  whtn  roquirtd;  I  HAVE  SEIN  THIS  COMPLETED  REPORT  AND 
’l".  I  HAVE  NO  STATEMENT  TO  MAKE  Z !  I  HAVE  ATTACHED  A  STATEMENT. 


(Signature  ol  Marin*  r(»porttd  on; 


(Dote) 


33.  I  CERTIFY  that  to  the  Mii  of  my  knnw)#dgv  ond  b«l>«i  ul'  tntri*)  mad*  fiorton  ar« 
true  ond  without  projudico  jr  partiality 


(Signaturi-  of  Reporting  Senior] 


(Dot*; 


25  REVIEWING  OFFICER  (Namt  Grode.  Strvtct  Duty  Assignment; 


2ja.  INITIALS 


25b.  DATE 


STAPLE  ADCITIONAL  PAGES  HERE 


ft -6 


X 


MflSSa?! 


plbll-1 


EVALUATION 


SUflHARY 


.JiSTlHAIfiE 


Hhat  is  your  , ..<•  Anny  Mr  Force  Navy  Harlne 

Htiat  is  the  service  of  your  iemediate  rating  official?  Army  Mr  Force  Navy  Marine  Civilian 

What  is  the  service  of  the  next  official  in  your  rating  chain?  hrey  Air  Force  Navy  Harlne 
Civilian 

Where  are  you  currently  assigned?  OSD  QJCS  NOU  OTHER _ 

Have  you  had  any  previous  joint  asslgnuents?  fes  No  If  so,  hon  nany _ 

Hon  many  other  officers,  by  grade  and  service,  are  rated  by  your  rating  officials? 

Army  HAJ.__  Air  Force  HAJ._  Navy  LCDR._  Marine  HAJ,__ 

LIC._  LTC,__  CDR._  LTC, 

CQL._  C0L,__  CAPT._..  C0L._ 


The  follCNing  questions  should  be  answered  an  a  scale  of  1  -  S  Nith  1>  Strongly  Agree;  2>  Agree: 

3>  Neutral;  Disagree;  and  5«  Strongly  Disagree,  Please  circle  your  choice  after  aach  question, 

1,  I  believe  ny  rating  officials  understand  ny  service's  evaluation  system.  12345 

2,  1  can  discuss  my  service's  evaluation  system  Nith  ey  rating  official.  12345 

3,  I  am  confident  that  1  Mil  be  rated  fairly. 

1  2  3  4  5 

4,  1  think  an  evaluation  by  a  rating  official  from  another  service  MU; 

A.  Hurt  me  with  my  own  service.  12345 

B.  Be  "discounted"  by  my  own  service.  12345 

C.  Carry  the  same  weight  of  my  own  service  evaluations, 

1  2  3  4  5 

5,  There  Is  a  process  within  my  joint  organization  that  ensures  rating  officials  understand  the 
services'  evaluation  systems  and  cultures.  12345 

6,  Each  rating  official  is  "on  his  own"  to  learn  the  evaluation  system  of  the  rated  officer, 

1  2  3  4  5 

7,  I  have  been  asked  to  prepare  draft  rating  official  comments  for  my  own  efficiency  report, 

1  2  3  4  5 

8,  I  have  been  asked  to  prepare  draft  rating  official  comments  for  other  members  of  my  service 
even  though  1  am  not  in  the  rating  chain,  12345 

<?.  Rating  officials  routinely  have  someone  else  prepare  draft  comments  for  their  portion  of 
efficiency  reports, 

1  2  3  4  5 

10.  I  believe  my  service's  evaluation  system  Is  adequate  in  a  joint  environment. 

1  2  3  4  5 

11,  1  believe  there  is  a  need  for  a  single  joint  evaluation  system  for  officers  in  joint  duty 
positions.  12345 


L?..  1  believe  there  is  a  need  for  a  single  evaluation.  <y3teiii  td  be  used  for  all  service  epacific 
positions  and  joint  duty  positions.  1  7.  3  4  5 

13.  Comflients: 


IHPNK  VOy  FOR  YOUR  ASSIGTANCE' 


What  is  your  servlcs?  Army  Air  force  Navy  Marine  Civilian 

Mfiat  iB  your  grade? _ 

Wnere  are  you  atslgned?  OSD  OJCS  NDU  OTHER _ 

Htiat  l8  your  duty  position?  Branch  Chief  Division  Chief  Other _ 

Hon  many  officers  by  grade  and  service  do  you  evaluate? 

Ariiiv  HAJ, Air  Force  MAJ, _  Navy  LCDR.  _  Marine  MAJ, 

L1C,_  L1C,_  CDR.__  LTC,_ 

COL,__  C0L.._  CAP1._„  C!)L,._ 

The  follONlng  questions  should  be  ansNered  on  a  scale  of  1  ■  5  Nlth  1*  Strongly  Agree;  2*  Agree; 

3»  neutral;  Dltagree;  and  5<  Strongly  Disagree.  Please  circle  your  choice  aUer  each 
question, 

1,  For  the  officers  I  evaluate,  1  understand  their  service's  evaluation  eysten, 

1  2  3  (i  5 

2,  I  understand  their  service's  culture.  1  2  3  A  5 

3,  My  organization  trains  rating  ufflclala  on  the  services'  evaluation  systems. 

12  3  0  5 

A.  1  learn  the  lerylces'  evaluation  eyitiii  through  ny  oNn  efforts.  1  2  3  A '  f: 

5.  I  discuss  service  evaluation  systeis/cultures  elth  the  rated  officer.  1  2  3  A  S 

6.  I  encourage  the  rated  officer  to  subilt  draft  cotieents  that  he  mould  like  to  see  Included  on 

his  or  her  efficiency  report,  1  2  3  A  5 

7.  I  routinely  have  some  one  outside  of  the  rating  chain  prepare  draft  comments  for  my 

consideration,  I  2  3  A  5 

8.  I  mould  be  able  to  give  a  fairer  rating  of  officers  of  other  services  If  1  could  rate  them 

using  ny  service's  evaluation  system.  1  2  3  A  5 

9.  I  believe  that  mi  thin  tne  context  of  the  rated  officer's  evaluation  system,  my  ratings  have 

been  ^alr,  1  2  3  A  5 

10.  I  believe  the  services'  evaluation  systems  are  adequate  for  the  joint  environment, 

I  2  3  A  5 

11.  I  believe  there  Is  a  need  for  a  single  joint  evaluation  system.  1  2  3  A  5 

12.  Comments: 


Thanks  for  your  asaistancel 


I 
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